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RÉSUMÉ
Le présent article fait état des travaux issus du troisième volet d’une recherche portant 
sur les effets de traductions « étrangéisées » ou naturalisées, qui ont été observés chez 
un échantillon de lecteurs. Les deux premiers volets de cette recherche avaient été menés 
dans deux villes de Chine continentale (Beijing et Guangzhou), tandis que le troisième 
volet a été réalisé à Douliou, à Taiwan. Il est ainsi possible de comparer les résultats à 
ceux qui ont été obtenus antérieurement. L’article introduit brièvement le contexte du 
projet mené à Taiwan ainsi qu’un bref proﬁl des sujets participants. Le plan de l’étude 
est ensuite présenté, y compris les hypothèses et la méthodologie de collecte des don-
nées. Quatre hypothèses ont été testées : a) les sujets distinguent clairement les deux 
modes de traduction ; b) ils éprouvent davantage un sentiment d’exotisme à la lecture 
de la version étrangéisée ; c) leur opinion quant au caractère exotique ou non de la tra-
duction est corrélée aux autres caractéristiques sociolinguistiques perçues pour le texte ; 
d) les résultats de la présente étude corroborent ceux qui ont été obtenus dans le cadre 
des deux premiers volets. La description du plan de l’étude est suivie de la présentation 
de l’analyse des données, laquelle est accompagnée des conventions nécessaires à l’inter-
prétation des calculs statistiques. L’interprétation des résultats au regard des hypothèses 
avancées se fonde sur cette analyse.
ABSTRACT
The research discussed in this paper is the last of a trilogy investigating the impact of 
foreignized and domesticated translations on sampled readers. The two precursors had 
been conducted in two Chinese Mainland cities (Beijing and Guangzhou) and this last 
one was conducted in the Taiwanese city of Douliou. Therefore, comparisons can be made 
with the two precursors in the discussion of the research procedure and ﬁndings of the 
Taiwan project. The paper begins with a brief introduction of the background in which 
the Taiwan project was conceived and a brief proﬁle of the subjects sampled for the proj-
ect. Then there is a description of the research design, including the hypotheses and ﬁeld 
work methodology. Four hypotheses were tested: a) the subjects would have distinguish-
able ideas about the two renditions; b) they would have a more intense feeling of exoticism 
when reading the foreignized rendition; c) their degree of sensing the rendition to be 
exotic or not would be correlated with their other socio-linguistic perceptions of that text; 
d) the ﬁndings of the present investigation would corroborate those obtained from the 
two precursors. The description of the research design is followed by a presentation of 
the data analysis conducted for the project together with a statement of the conventions 
adopted for reading the statistics. Based on the data analysis, interpretations are made 
in relation to the hypotheses. 
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1. Introduction
In this paper, we will discuss a research project, which was designed to investigate 
the impact of foreignized and domesticated translations on a sample of Chinese 
language readers in the Taiwanese city of Douliou. “Foreignization” and “domestica-
tion” are two concepts with a history in translation and translation studies. They 
began with Schleiermacher’s discussion of alienation and naturalization in the early 
19th century [as seen in a recent republication (Schleiermacher 1813/1992)], which 
referred to two opposing strategies of either moving the author towards the reader 
or the other way round. They then appeared directly or indirectly in Benjamin’s 
(1963) and Berman’s (1985) discussions of translation strategies and philosophies. In 
recent postcolonial writings, Venuti (1995) politicized the concepts in a postcolonial 
context where domestication ethnocentrically reduced the foreign text to the target 
language cultural values whereas foreignization ethnodeviantly pressured the target 
language culture to register the linguistic and cultural difference of the foreign text. 
In short, “foreignization” and “domestication” were often contrasted to each other 
and were given great attention in translation studies.
But there was limited scientifically generated knowledge about what impact 
foreignized and domesticated renditions would actually have on readers of transla-
tion and whether they would actually create distinguishable impacts. So Zhong and 
his associates undertook two projects involving subjects in the two Mainland Chinese 
cities of Beijing and Guangzhou1. They studied whether the two renditions of the 
same source text (ST), which were to be used in the present investigation and had 
been constructed on the basis of the two academically significant concepts of for-
eignization and domestication, were distinguishable from the sampled subjects and 
whether perceptions about either rendition followed a predictable pattern. Intended 
as a sequel, the present project adopted the core research design and methodology 
of the precursors but involved subjects sampled in Taiwan, i.e., people who spoke a 
similar language but lived in a socio-linguistically very different environment. 
The two precursors found that the two renditions were more likely to impact 
indistinguishably than significantly distinguishably, that the foreign rendition 
prompted a greater feeling of exoticism in the Guangzhou sample but not in the 
Beijing one, that neither rendition was seen as cognitively more inaccessible or socio-
linguistically superior even if it appeared to be exotic. There were a few instances 
where one rendition was found to have a significantly greater impact than the other, 
or have a significant to moderate correlation with certain sociolinguistics ideas. But 
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these situations were few in number and unpredictable in distribution. There was 
one exception, which the analysed data of the two precursors could not explain – sub-
jects in both samples found the writer of the foreignized rendition to be more 
imaginative than that of the domesticated. 
Thinking that foreignization and domestication were such important academic 
concepts, the researchers of the precursors had expected that the two renditions 
would readily be seen as distinct, would impact distinguishably and would arouse 
certain predictably correlated sociolinguistic perceptions. So the rather consistent 
findings of the Beijing and Guangzhou projects surprised us. Why were the two 
presumably different renditions not generally seen as different? Why was it that a 
foreignized or a foreign-looking text was not seen as cognitively more inaccessible? 
Why was it that there were few correlations between an exotic idea and other socio-
linguistic ideas? Were the findings reliable with regard to the relatively small size of 
samples? To tackle these questions, we decided to conduct the study yet again, but 
this time in a Taiwanese locale.
2. The Taiwan project and subjects sampled
The Taiwan project was not intended to be just another testing ground to test the 
same hypotheses as in the precursors. It did occur to us that involving a larger 
population of subjects sampled from different locations would increase the reliability 
of our research. It would also be interesting to compare the findings of projects con-
ducted in Mainland China and Taiwan, two Chinese-speaking environments, which 
were under different political and social jurisdictions. Furthermore, Professor Chen, 
one of the co-authors of this paper, was able to provide valuable administrative and 
logistical support for this project. But it was another consideration which more than 
anything else influenced the inclusion of the Taiwan project. 
We had thought that language as a rather intangible construct was constantly 
evolving and, particularly in Mainland China, Mandarin was subject to even more 
drastic changes due to the numerous political movements since the communists took 
it over from the nationalists who fled to Taiwan in 1949. The many movements 
included notably the Anti-Rightists Movement in the late 1950’s, the Great Cultural 
Revolution from 1967 to 1976 and the Reform Movement starting in the 1980’s. 
Mandarin (known as Putonghua in Mainland China) forcibly became the language 
of governing, social activities, education, business and almost everything else. 
Traditional literature and books, together with much of the traditional expressions, 
were banned. Characters used to write in Mandarin were simplified. Foreign lan-
guage and foreign language books were banned during some of these movements 
and artificially promoted during others, causing and reflecting the rapid fluctuations 
in language attitudes and perceptions. This, we believed, was a sign of the complex-
ity in language attitude and perceptions in Mainland China. 
By comparison, Taiwan was consistently more respectful of the traditional 
Chinese heritage and we are aware of no major politically engineered movements 
intended to change the Mandarin language. That is, except that the Kuomingtang 
(i.e., the nationalists who fled to Taiwan after losing the Mainland to the Communists) 
promoted Mandarin as the official language in the second half of the 20th century as 
it tried to limit the use of the Taiwanese, the language of the Island comprising ele-
ments of Ho-lo, Hakka and other aboriginal vernaculars. Recently, the government 
of Taiwan, formed by the democratically elected Democratic Progressive Party, cam-
paigned to restore Taiwanese as the “mother tongue” of the Island. But all things 
considered, the evolution of Mandarin in Taiwan seems to have followed a more 
natural course. This other consideration – the lure of a more stable linguistic testing 
ground – motivated our decision to repeat the project in the Taiwanese city of 
Douliou. 
The subjects sampled for this project provide a sociolinguistic snapshot of uni-
versity students at Douliou. They were all enrolled students in the Department of 
Applied Foreign Languages of the Yunlin University of Science and Technology (often 
known as YunTech University), where Chen was a staff member at the time of the 
project. They included 14 students from a year-two class, 22 students from a year-
three class and 36 students from a year-four class. We decided to go for the homo-
geneous sample mainly because we were under-funded and two of the researchers 
were based outside Taiwan so there were inadequate resources for administering a 
genuine random-sampled project. Another reason was that the Beijing precursor had 
had a homogeneous sample too and so the findings of the two projects could be 
compared on a like-for-like basis. 
The subjects were aged mostly between 20 and 24 (i.e., one to three years older 
than the Beijing subjects on average). All of them were native residents of Taiwan. 
Most of them lived in Douliou regularly and fewer than 20% of them came from 
other parts of Taiwan. All of them spoke Chinese but more than 60% of them spoke 
Taiwanese as the first language at home or with friends or colleagues. Their Chinese 
proficiency was quite comparable to the Mandarin spoken by the Beijing subjects in 
terms of enunciation, grammar and writing. They tended to use different jargons and 
terminologies and seemed to be less versed in Chinese rhetoric (including use of 
idioms) but had no difficulty reading Chinese language literature in general and the 
two cues in particular. They usually wrote in full characters but they could, with 
some effort, also understand the simplified system of writing used in Mainland 
China. (To avoid unnecessary interference in this project, the cues to be inspected 
by the Taiwan subjects were prepared in full characters.) They appeared to be as well 
read in classical Chinese literature as their Beijing counterparts. 
With regard to reception of foreign information, the Taiwan subjects seemed to 
have somewhat more open exposure to foreign cultural artefacts, especially books, 
movies, literature and media content than the Beijing subjects. They also appeared 
open to a greater diversity of foreign literature, including both serious and popular 
literature from Anglo-Saxon, Franco, Japanese, Spanish and Latin American sources. 
This was perhaps due to their living in a more open society which had more respect 
for personal choices and aspirations and more opportunities for educational and 
social advancement. Furthermore, the Taiwan subjects seemed particularly suscep-
tible to the influences of Japanese culture and literature. 
3. Research design and procedure 
Zhong designed this Taiwan project on the basis of the Beijing and Guangzhou proj-
ects. The hypotheses, the interview procedures, and questionnaires and the statistical 
analysis were all very similar so that the results of this project could be compared 
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with the findings of the two precursors. Chen, herself a faculty member at the 
YunTech University where the survey was conducted, prospected, sampled and pro-
filed the subjects and undertook the survey. Zhong and Chen conducted an in-depth 
interview with six of the sampled subjects using a semi open-ended questionnaire. 
Wang helped to enter and statistically process the survey data which was discussed 
and interpreted by the three authors as the basis for this paper. We will now discuss 
the research deign and procedure beginning with the basic procedures used for the 
project. 
3.1. Research procedure
The research procedure, adapted from the Beijing and Guangzhou projects, involved 
surveying the sampled subjects who received two renditions of the ST for examina-
tion. The two renditions, each known as a cue in the procedure, had been pre-con-
structed on the belief that one of them was typically foreignized and the other was 
typically domesticated. The subjects examining the two renditions were required to 
respond to a list of ten pre-set statements about each of the two renditions by ticking 
one of the pre-determined five rankings to indicate the degree to which they agreed 
or disagreed with each statement. Then the responses were statistically analysed and 
interpreted to test the preconceived hypotheses and to generate knowledge about the 
readers’ perceptions. In the survey, the subjects were told that they were to evaluate 
two “texts.” No explanation whatsoever was given as to the origin, author, quality 
and type of the texts. The interviewers expressly avoided confirming that the two 
texts were translations of any sort. 
This procedure could be compared to the matched guise designed and used by 
Lambert and his associates to study language attitudes in Montreal in the 1960’s 
(Lambert 1967). The matched guise had only one variable,2 i.e., that of either English 
or French vernacular whereas our procedure seemingly contained two variables, that 
of the rendition and that of the translator. Yet, we believed that the latter variable of 
our project was visible to the readers only through the former variable (remember 
Venuti’s “invisibility” of the translator?), as a result of which we hoped the latter would 
be adequately merged and submerged by the former. We anticipated that our research 
procedure could also reveal what Lambert referred to as the subjects’ “higher degree 
of introspection” about and “more private reactions” to two contrasting items. 
3.2. The hypotheses
The main hypotheses are the following: 
1. That Cue Foreign and Cue Domestic would prompt different responses.
2. That Cue Foreign would give the readers a greater feeling of being in a foreign 
environment when reading it.
3. That whether a cue prompts a feeling of being in a foreign environment would be 
correlated to other sociolinguistic perceptions about the cue.
As we intended to verify the findings of the Beijing and Guangzhou projects, there 
was implicitly a fourth hypothesis, namely: 
4. That the findings of the Taiwan project would corroborate the findings of the two 
precursors.
3.3. The two cues
The cues, i.e., the two renditions, were cited by Wen and Gao (2003) as typical 
examples of foreignization and domestication in a project funded by State Social 
Sciences Foundation, which is the central research funding council of the People’s 
Republic of China (Project Serial No. 01BYY030). Wen and Gao had extracted them 
from published translations of the same book Gone With The Wind, authored by 
Margaret Mitchell and published in 1936. The one from which the foreignized rendi-
tion had been extracted was translated by Huairen Huang and Youruo Zhu and shall 
be known as “Cue Foreign” in this paper. The other one from which the domesticated 
rendition had been extracted was translated by Donghua Fu and shall be known as 
“Cue Domestic” hereafter. Zhong and his associate discussed a range of attributes 
that had been used to classify the two extracts as foreignized or domesticated in the 
Beijing paper. We will not repeat their discussions other than to reprint the original 
source text and the two Chinese extracts in the appendix.
3.4. The questionnaire used for testing the hypotheses
This project adopted the questionnaire used in the Beijing and Guangzhou projects, 
but in a full character format. The questionnaire consisted of 10 pairs of identical 
statements describing an attitude to or a judgment about the two renditions. Where 
there was one statement about a rendition, there was an identical statement about 
the other rendition. The subjects were required to tick one of the five rankings to 
indicate to what extent they agreed or disagreed with each statement. Following are 
the ten statements, each statement appearing twice in the questionnaire, one in rela-
tion to Cue Foreign and the other in relation to Cue Domestic.3
1. I feel as if I am in a foreign land when reading the extract.
2. I find it difficult to understand the extract.
3. The writer of the extract is imaginative.
4. The book extracted from is cultivated.
5. The book extracted from was published in a prosperous society.
6. I find the scene described in the extract unfamiliar.4
7. The extract doesn’t make sense to me.
8. The writer of the extract has great literary expressions.
9. The book extracted from is a literary masterpiece.
10. The book extracted from was published in a civilized society.
The ten statements were designed to fit into five pre-constructed categories. Statements 
(1) and (6) addressed the potential of a rendition to empathically relocate a subject to 
a foreign country, with the former being a direct statement and the latter an indirect 
statement ; (2) and (7) addressed the cognitive accessibility of a rendition ; (3) and 
(8) addressed the literary quality of the ST author ; (4) and (9) addressed the literary 
and cultural quality of the book extracted from ; (5) and (10) addressed the social 
cultural environment of the book extracted from. 
The questionnaire was designed to facilitate the testing of the hypotheses. The 
paired statements were intended to test hypothesis (1), i.e., that the two renditions 
would induce different perceptions from the subjects. Inclusion of statement (1) and 
(6) were intended to test hypothesis (2), i.e., that the foreignized rendition would give 
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readers a greater feeling of being in a foreign environment when reading it. The 
categorization of the statements was intended to test hypothesis (3), i.e., that whether 
a cue prompted a feeling of being in a foreign environment would be correlated to 
other sociolinguistic perceptions about the cue.
3.5. The interviews
In the survey, the subjects were presented with the questionnaire beginning with the 
two cues, which were presented as Text A and Text B. Words like “foreign,” “domes-
tic” or “translation” might have served to frame responses and therefore did not 
appear on the questionnaire instructions. To maximize randomnicity, half of the 
questionnaires had Cue Foreign preceding Sample Domestic and the other half had 
Cue Domestic preceding Cue Foreign. The subjects were told that they could always 
revisit the cues to facilitate their responses to the statements about them. They were 
then asked to respond to each of the paired statements, one in relation to Cue Foreign 
and the other in relation to Cue Domestic to indicate the extent to which they agreed 
with each statement. 
4. Data analysis with regard to the hypotheses
We subjected the survey data to statistical analyses and the result is presented in 
tables 1, 2 and 3. Table 1 addresses hypotheses (1) and (2) by comparing the responses 
to the two cues and indicating if there are any statistically significant differences 
between perceptions about the two. Tables 2 and 3 address hypothesis (3) by examin-
ing the correlativity between responses to Cue Domestic (Table 2) and between 
responses to Cue Foreign (Table 3) respectively, especially between responses to state-
ments (1) and (6) and between either (1) or (6) and each of the other statements. 
4.1. Addressing hypothesis (1): Was the foreignized translation  
seen as different from the domesticated translation?
On the whole, the processed data presented a case for rejecting rather than accepting 
hypothesis (1), namely there would be different perceptions about the two renditions. 
As can be seen from table 1, of the 10 pairs of identical statements regarding the two 
cues, responses to 8 pairs had a significance (Sig.) value greater than 0.05 and there-
fore should be deemed statistically not distinguishable. Responses to only 2 pairs 
were significantly different. The two statements that caused different responses were 
(1) and (3) and responses to both of them were biased towards the “foreignized” 
rendition. That is, the subjects felt more as if they were in a foreign country when 
reading Cue Foreign than Cue Domestic and found the writer of Cue Foreign to be 
more imaginative than that of Cue Domestic. In principle, this result corroborated 
the findings of the Beijing and Guangzhou projects. But we will reserve the corrobo-
ration for an upcoming dedicated discussion.
Table 1 presents the data in detail by indicating in the two left columns the state-
ment number and the cues and, in the other columns to the right, statistics of 
responses to each statement, i.e., number of valid responses (N), means of response 
(Means), difference between responses in relation to the two renditions (Paired 
Differences), deviation of a value from the standard (Std Dev), T values (T) used for 
deciding whether to reject the null hypothesis and the significance level (Sig). We 
adopted Miller et al’s “rule of thumb” for setting the level of significance (Sig.) at 0.05, 
which meant “that five times out of every 100 you would find a statistically significant 
difference even if there was none.” (Miller et al. 2002: 118) In other words, we decided 
that any value of 0.05 or more was not acceptable for verifying the hypothesis. 
Table 1
Comparative statistics of responses to the two cues
State No Cue N M Paired D Std. Dev T Sig.
1. 
2. 
















Domestic 72 2.8333  -0.2361 1.2726 -1.574 0.120
Foreign 3.0694












Domestic 72 3.1667 -0.0416 1.2609 0.280 0.780
Foreign 3.1250
18. Domestic 72 3.0139 0.1111 1.2952 0.728 0.429
Foreign 2.9028
Sig. < 0.05; i.e., values of 0.05 or more are not significant. 
4.2. Addressing hypothesis No 2: Did the foreignized translation prompt  
a greater feeling of being in a foreign environment than the domesticated 
translation?
The processed data presented a case for both a positive and a negative answer to the 
above question. Responses to statement (1), namely, “I feel as if I am in a foreign land 
when reading the extract,” were significantly distinguishable in response to the two 
cues, with the significance value being 0.00. With a bias against Cue Domestic in 
favour of Cue Foreign and with a paired difference between the two means being –
0.9444, the statistics can be interpreted to the effect of saying that the subjects felt 
more as if they were in a foreign land when reading Cue Foreign than Cue Domestic. 
On the other hand, responses to statement (6), namely, “I find the scene described in 
the extract unfamiliar,” were not at all significantly distinguishable in response to 
the two cues, with the significance value being 0.768. In fact, there was a negligible 
bias towards Cue Domestic against Cue Foreign with a paired difference between the 
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two means being 0.0416. Furthermore, correlativity analysis, to be discussed next in 
the context of hypothesis (3), was to confirm that there was no significant correlation 
between responses to statements (1) and (6). 
In earlier discussions of the research design and the questionnaire used by the 
present project, I explained that ?? /mosheng/, as found in statement (6), which 
had been literally translated into “unfamiliar” to facilitate discussion in this paper, 
means unfamiliar, strange, alien and outlandish in Chinese. The indistinguishable 
responses to the statement allowed only one interpretation, namely that neither of 
the two cues looked more familiar or unfamiliar than the other to the subjects. Now 
we face an interesting phenomenon, or even a paradox of some kind, from this 
Douliou project. The subjects agreed that Cue Foreign looked more foreign than Cue 
Domestic to the extent that they did feel as if they were in a foreign land when read-
ing the former. But they also stated that the former one, although foreign looking, 
did not seem more unfamiliar to them. 
4.3. Addressing hypothesis (3): What did “the foreign” mean  
to the subjects?
What did foreignness mean to the subjects? If a text made them feel as if they were 
in a foreign land, would they also think that the text was cognitively more difficult, 
literarily more sophisticated, culturally and socially more valued or otherwise? To 
answer these questions, we subjected the fieldwork data in relation to each cue to 
correlativity analyses. 
In the correlativity analyses, we compared responses to statement (1) (containing 
explicit mention of a foreign country) with those to the other statements. We then 
compared responses to statement (6) (containing an allusion to foreignness) with 
those to the other statements. Values generated on the basis of statistical analyses in 
relation to Cue Domestic were entered into table 2. Values generated on the basis of 
statistical analysis in relation to Cue Foreign were entered into table 3. By doing so, 
we were able to see if there was a correlation between perceptions of “foreignness” 
and other sociolinguistic perceptions.
Before describing the data analysis, we would like to state the two conventions 
we adopted for determining validity and strength of a correlation. The first conven-
tion required the significance level (Sig.) of a correlativity value to be less than 0.05 
for the value to be valid (Miller et al. 2002). By this convention, 4 of the 18 values in 
relation to Cue Domestic as presented in table 2, and 9 of the 18 values in relation to 
Cue Foreign as presented in table 3 were valid. These valid values are underlined in 
the tables. The second convention was about the strength of a correlative value. We 
adopted Black’s scale of relative strength, according to which a correlative value 
should exceed +0.4 or -0.4 to show a moderate positive or reverse association and 
exceed +0.7 or -0.7 to show a strong association (Black 1993: 137). Where a correlativ-
ity value is more than moderate as well as significant, it is boldfaced and underlined 
in the tables. 
Table 2
Correlative values (Cor.) and significance value (Sig.) of responses to Cue Domestic 
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 Cor N/A 0.073 0.101 0.110 -0.063 -0.214 -0.036 0.153 0.059 -0.084
Sig N/A 0.547 0.398 0.356 0.6 0.071 0.763 0.199 0.620 0.483
6 Cor -0.214 0.252 -0.105 -0.232 0.076 N/A 0.213 -0.247 -0.054 0.242
Sig 0.071 0.034 0.381 0.05 0.528 N/A 0.073 0.036 0.655 0.04
An Underlined value indicates that the correlativity (Cor) value above it is significant (Sig. < 0.05; i.e., 
values of 0.05 [or –0.05] or more are not significant). Where a correlativity value is moderate or more as 
well as significant, it is boldfaced and underlined. 
Table 3
Correlative values (Cor.) and significance value (Sig.) of responses to Cue Foreign
Statements 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 Cor N/A -0.210 0.248 0.262 0.083 0.093 -0.124 0.026 0.242 -0.063
Sig N/A 0.079 0.036 0.026 0.49 0.439 0.3 0.831 0.041 0.602
6 Cor 0.093 0.448 -0.282 -0.4 -0.032 N/A 0.241 -0.416 -0.192 0.357
Sig 0.439 0.000 0.016 0.001 0.79 N/A 0.042 0.000 0.106 0.002
An Underlined value indicates that the correlativity (Cor) value above it is significant (Sig. < 0.05; i.e., 
values of 0.05 [or –0.05] or more are not significant). Where a correlativity value is moderate or more as 
well as significant, it is boldfaced and underlined. 
As is shown in tables 2 and 3, in line with the two conventions, there was not a 
single valid strong correlation between responses to the statements in relation to 
either cue. There was not even a single valid moderate correlation between responses 
to the statements in relation to Cue Domestic, as is evident from table 2. With regard 
to Cue Foreign, there were merely three instances of significant moderate correlations 
between responses to the statements, as can be seen in table 3. They included a 
positive one between responses to statements (6) and (2) and two reverse ones 
between responses to statements (6) and (4) and between responses to (6) and (8). 
The three moderate correlations can be stated as follows: 
– A subject who “found the scene described in the text unfamiliar” had a moderate 
chance to also agree that he/she “had difficulty understanding the text” 
– A subject who “found the scene described in the text unfamiliar” had a moderate 
chance to also disagree that “the book extracted from was cultivated,” and 
– A subject who “found the scene described in the text unfamiliar” had a moderate 
chance to also disagree that “the writer of the extract had great literary expres-
sions.” 
In short, subject to the two conventions for establishing correlations, there were 
only 3 valid instances of moderate correlations against a total of 33 instances of 
invalid or negligible correlations. This ratio presented a case for rejecting rather than 
accepting hypothesis (3). 
Of special interest to the researchers, no correlations were found between 
responses to statement (1) and those to any of the other statements in relation to either 
cue. This emphatically meant that a subject who “felt as if he/she was in a foreign 
country” when reading either cue did not necessarily “find the scene described in the 
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extract unfamiliar.” As importantly, a subject who “felt as if he/she was in a foreign 
country” did not necessarily “have difficulty understanding the text” or “find the text 
not making sense to him/her.” Nor did that subject think predictably in relation to 
other sociolinguistic qualities of the extract, its author and the book extracted from. 
This again corroborates most of the findings of the Beijing and Guangzhou project 
in particular and warrants a dedicated discussion shortly.
4.4. Addressing hypothesis (4): Are the Taiwan findings different?
The processed data presented a stronger case for accepting than rejecting hypo- 
thesis (4), namely that the findings of the Taiwan project would corroborate the 
findings of the Beijing and Guangzhou projects. Yes, there were some minor varia-
tions, including notably the findings in relation to hypothesis (2). The foreignized 
translation prompted a greater feeling of being in a foreign land in this project as 
well as in the Guangzhou project but not in the Beijing project. 
In most of the other aspects, considerable consistency was found across the find-
ings of the three projects, including the following: the two cues were found to impact 
more indistinguishably than distinguishably on the subjects. Neither of the cues was 
found to be more unfamiliar even if, as in the case of Cue Foreign in the present 
project, it did prompt the subjects to feel as if they were relocated to a foreign land 
when reading it. Very few correlations were found between the foreignness of either 
cue and other sociolinguistic perceptions about the cues. Lastly there is one other 
consistent finding, which we are unable to explain on the basis of the available data. 
As in the precursors, we again found in this Taiwan project that the Cue Foreign was 
thought to have been the work of an imaginative writer. 
5. Significance of the project findings
Having statistically processed and analysed the data of the Taiwan project, we will 
now discuss the meanings and implications which we would like to read into the 
evidence presented to us. Firstly, the “foreignized” and “domesticated” renditions 
looked indistinguishable in more heuristically constructed aspects to the subjects 
and distinguishable in fewer of these aspects. Where they did look distinguishable, 
the foreignized translation more than the domesticated translation prompted the 
subjects to feel as if they were in a foreign land when reading it. But interestingly, the 
former did not appear to be more unfamiliar than the latter. 
Secondly, there was little significant correlation between a subject’s perceptions 
in relation to either of the two renditions. Especially the absence of correlation 
between an idea of “being in a foreign land” and other sociolinguistic ideas was 
meaningful and will be discussed in detail in the next paragraph. Where there were 
correlations, they were moderate and were between an idea of “finding the scene 
unfamiliar” and other sociolinguistic ideas. Namely a subject who “found the scene 
described in Cue Foreign unfamiliar” also had a moderate chance to agree that he/she 
“had difficulty understanding the text” and to disagree that “the book extracted from 
was cultivated” or “the writer of the extract had great literary expressions.” The first 
correlation seemed to be natural and logical to us because it is usually difficult for 
average people to understand things unfamiliar. The other two correlations may or 
may not have been significant and we do not have solid explanations except speculat-
ing that it would have been hard for anyone to form opinions about whether a descrip-
tion of an unfamiliar scene was extracted from a cultivated book or authored by a 
writer of great literary expressions. 
Thirdly and very importantly to the project researchers, no correlations were 
found between a subject’s feeling of relocation to a foreign country when reading 
either of the renditions and his/her other soicolinguistic ideas about the text. There 
was no correlation even between ideas of “relocation to a foreign country” or “finding 
the scene described in the text unfamiliar” or “having difficulty understanding the 
text” or whatever other sociolinguistic ideas about the text. As already noted, this 
absence of correlation had earlier been found in the Beijing and Guangzhou projects 
and hence the fortuity of the finding was minimal. 
On the basis of the precursors, Zhong and his associates started conceptualising 
what they called “foreign familiar.” This project contributed to reinforcing that con-
ceptualization by finding that, while they might have difficulty understanding an 
“unfamiliar” text, the subjects did not necessarily have difficulty understanding a 
text which induced an idea of “relocation to a foreign country.” Nor did they attach 
other sociolinguistic ideas to that text in a predictable or systematic manner. 
Why was the “foreign familiar” such an important concept? The importance had 
to do with the assumptions underlying a range of more common thoughts in trans-
lation studies, including foreignization and domestication. Lu (1991), late writer and 
translator reputed to be the father of modern Chinese literature, advocated using the 
foreign accent to translate Western works into Chinese to reform and to revolution-
ise the familiar but archaic Chinese language and reality. Venuti (1995), who per-
ceived fluent English translation of foreign texts as perpetuating the Anglo-Saxon 
cultural hegemony, advocated using translation as a political resistance project and 
using foreignized translation to send readers abroad and to dispel their cognitive 
comfort. Wen and Gao (2003), whose works facilitated our construction of the two 
cues (i.e., the renditions), also believed that foreignized translation was not reader-
friendly. In his analysis of brand name translation into Chinese, Zhong (1999) him-
self echoed Venuti when he argued that transliteration, a method he identified as 
pro-foreignization, served the interest of the project of westernisation. Apparently, 
everyone cited above assumed that the foreign, as embodied by things foreign includ-
ing foreign countries, foreign languages and foreign culture, were equal to the unfa-
miliar, the unknown, the alien, the strange and the outlandish. 
But the findings of the Taiwan project as well as those of its precursors now sug-
gests to us that the foreign may not be unfamiliar, alien, unknown, strange and 
outlandish. There is also that other possibility that a foreign-looking text may not 
induce predictable or consistent perceptions, including either positive or negative 
ones about the foreign-looking text. If the foreign is not unfamiliar or is not loaded 
with extra positive or negative sociolinguistic values, what is the point of foreignizing 
or domesticating a translation? In short, it is not unreasonable to suggest that, while 
they are valid heuristic and academic concepts, “foreignization” and “domestication,” 
among others, may not align with the perception of real-life people living in a world 
that is increasingly globalised, diversified and fragmented. 
With regard to our readers, their perceptions were found to be much more com-
plex, inconsistent and fluid than we could academically categorize. They might agree 
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that they did feel as if they were in a foreign land when reading the academically 
identified “foreignized” rendition and that the author of that text was imaginative. 
They might understandably think that an unfamiliar scene was difficult to under-
stand, was not authored by a writer of great literary expression and was not extracted 
from a book of cultivation. On the whole, however, we had yet to find significantly 
consistent, predictable pattern or correlations between the many ideas they might 
have about translation. In other words, we failed to generate empirical evidence to 
justify either a wish or a fear for foreignized translation. 
6. Conclusion
This paper discussed the findings of an impact study project completed in the 
Taiwanese city of Douliou. The project was the third of a trilogy and the previous 
two projects had been completed in the Chinese cities of Beijing and Guangzhou 
respectively. The purpose of this project was to test four hypotheses, namely that 
there would be distinct perceptions about two renditions, that the foreignized rendi-
tion would induce the subjects to feel as if they were in a foreign land, that there 
would be correlations between perceptions about either rendition and that the find-
ings of the present project would corroborate those of the precursors.
The paper began with an introduction to the background and purposes of the 
project. The introduction was followed by a brief description of the research design 
and methodology, including especially how the sampled subjects were engaged to 
inspect two renditions, one being “foreignized” and another being “domesticated,” 
of the same ST and to make responses to them, which were then statistically analysed. 
Then the paper presented the processed data and made interpretations of them. On 
the basis of the data analyses, we discussed the findings, which presented evidence 
for testing the hypotheses and for generating the following findings. In short, the 
two renditions were found to impact indistinguishably on the subjects. Neither cue 
(including especially Cue Foreign in the present project) was found to be more unfa-
miliar even if it did prompt the subjects to feel as if they were relocated to a foreign 
land when reading it. Very few correlations were found between the foreignness of 
either cue and other sociolinguistic perceptions about the cues. These findings were 
fairly consistent with those of the two previous projects. 
Finally, we discussed the significance of the project findings. On the basis of the 
findings generated by the Taiwan project, we further elaborated on the concept of 
the “foreign familiar.” We believe this to be an important concept because it facilitates 
academic reflections on such common popular concepts as “foreignization” and 
“domestication.” Our conclusion is that, if the foreign is familiar rather than unfa-
miliar, the assumptions underlying these popular concepts may be suspect. That is 
to say, it is now time to reconceptualize the foreign, foreignization and the like and 
to start considering the possibilities of the familiar foreign or the foreign familiar 
(and, by analogy, the alien local and the unknown local) in translation studies. This 
last point, we believe, is the most significant contribution to knowledge enhancement 
made by this Taiwan project.
NOTES
1. Separate papers have been authored on the basis of the Beijing and Guangzhou projects. The Beijing 
based paper is entitled “Lost between Foreignization and Domestication? A Translation Impact 
Study of a Group of Chinese University Students” and is being reviewed. The Gungzhou based 
paper is entitled “Are Readers Lost in Foreignland?” and is published by The Perspectives (Zhong 
and Lin 2007). 
2. In their project, Lambert and his associates constructed two “guises” out of English and French 
utterances by the same speaker and hence the choice of spoken language (English or French) 
constituted the single variable. See Lambert (1967) for details of the original matched guise study 
by Wallace Lambert and his associates. 
3. The original questionnaire used to survey the subjects was in Chinese language. The statements 
reprinted in this paper are literal English translations completed by the authors.
4. “Unfamiliar” is an English rendition, not an exclusive or precise equivalent, of the Chinese source 
word ??, pronounced ‘mosheng,’ used in the questionnaire. The lexicon means unfamiliar, 
strange, alien and outlandish in Chinese. We selected the rendition for presentation in this paper 
but would like our readers to be aware of the other meanings of the word.
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APPENDIX
English ST extracted from Gone with the Wind by Margaret Mitchell in 1936, which is the 
basis of the two cues.
This Ashley Wilkes in his faded, patched uniform, his blond hair leached tow by sum-
mer suns, was a different man from the easy-going, drowsy-eyed boy she had loved to 
desperation before the war. And he was a thousand times more thrilling. He was 
bronzed and lean now, where he had once been fair and slender, and the long golden 
moustache drooping about his mouth, cavalry style, was the last touch needed to make 
him the perfect picture of a soldier.
foreign is not unfamiliar    355
356    Meta, LIV, 2, 2009
Cue Domesticated
??????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????
Cue Foreign
??????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????
??????????????????????????????????????
?????????????????????????????????????
????
